(1) Prior to the nineteenth century none of the PE had ever been questioned on their claim to Pauline authorship (cf. 1 Tim 1.1; 2 Tim 1.1; Tit 1.1). Exceptions include , , and , all of whom are said to have "rejected" (recusaverit) the epistles to Timothy (cf. Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 2.11) and Titus (cf. Tertullian, Marc. 5.21; Epiphanius, . The exact reason for their doing so will
probably remain an open question, 4 but Jerome states in the preface of his commentary on Titus that the rationale was arbitrary rather than critical in nature: "cum haeretica auctoritate pronuntient et dicant: "Illa epistula Pauli est, haec non est"."
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(2) The debate concerning the (non-)Pauline authorship of the PE originated with two any other Epistle, a servant of God; though to the Galatians, c. iv. v. 6 and 7, he says, "because ye are sons, God hath sent forth the spirit of his son into your hearts, crying Abba Father, wherefore thou art no more a servant but a son, &c." He adds also, "an Apostle of Jesus Christ" (not by the will of God, as he usually expresses it, but) "according to the faith of God"s elect and the acknowledging of the truth," all which, in St. Paul"s mouth, is quite a new kind of language. As I proceed my suspicion is greatly confirmed by finding a most malicious, illiberal, national reflection of a Greek Poet upon the moral character of the Cretans quoted by the author, affirmed by him to be true, and the Poet himself denominated a Prophet. Besides, the state of the Church in Crete, as described in the seven last verses of the first chapter, and the direction about heretics, c.
iii. v. 10, are much more suitable to the state of the Church in later times, predicted by St. Whether or not Evanson"s study proves convincing for accepting the pseudonymity of Titus, it does prove the inaccuracy of common statements like "the authenticity of the PE was not
